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evidence regardless of who produced it. Your

result must be based on the evidence. In reaching

a verdict you are not permitted to guess or

speculate.

We'll now define defamation and actual

malice. A comment is defamatory of the Plaintiff

if it tends to harm her reputation in the

community, expose her to public hatred, contempt

or ridicule, injure her in her business or

profession or deter third persons from associating

with her.

Defamation is that which tends to injure a

reputation in the popular sense, to diminish the

esteem, respect, good will or confidence in which

the Plaintiff is held or to excite adverse

derogatory or unpleasant feelings or opinions

against her. It is similar to the concept of

disgrace.

In determining whether a comment is

defamatory, the test is the effect the comment is

fairly calculated to produce, in other words, the

impression it would naturally engender in the

minds of the average persons among whom it is

intended to circulate. The words must be given by

you, the jury, the same significance that other

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
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people are likely to attribute to them.

Neither the mere susceptibility of a comment

to an interpretation which would render it

harmless or innocuous nor the intention of the

author can conclusively defeat the Plaintiff's

claim that the article defamed her.

In your examination of the meaning of a

comment or comments, you are to consider the

alleged defamatory words in context. In

determining whether the comments complained of are

defamatory, you are to give the language used its

plain and natural meaning.

The language used in the comments may give

rise to conflicting inferences as to the meanings

intended. It is then for you to decide whether

the average listener would reasonably understand

its language as being defamatory.

In determining whether a broadcast is

defamatory, you should consider in addition to

what is explicitly stated what insinuation and

implication, if any, can be reasonably drawn from

that communication. It is for you, the jury, to

determine whether the statements broadcast about

Liz Randolph by the Defendants alleged any

defamatory matter by innuendo or imputed matters

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
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which may embarrass a person or injure her in her

profession.

For a statement to be defamatory, it must be

a statement of fact or reasonably be understood as

describing actual facts about the Plaintiff or

actual eve~ts in which she participated. Thus a

false representation or statement of fact is

required in order for Plaintiff to recover for

defamation. This is a constitutional requirement

and a basic part of the First Amendment-defamation

interaction. When one cannot reasonably interpret

the material as portraying actual facts about the

Plaintiff, no damage to reputation can result.

As we have previously stated, the Plaintiff

was a public figure. As such, in order to recover

against the Defendants in this defamation action,

the Plaintiff has the burden of proving by clear

and convincing evidence that the Defendants

published the defamatory statements with actual

malice.

The term actual malice has a special meaning

in the law. It does not mean malice as the word

is commonly used. It does not mean hatred, spite,

ill will or a desire to injure. Those are not

elements of actual malice.

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
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Rather, actual malice means the Defendants

actually knew that the on-air comments were false

or that the Defendants made them with reckless

disregard as to whether the comments were false or

not.

Acting with reckless disregard does not mean

recklessness as the word is commonly understood.

It does not mean gross neglect. Instead, acting

with reckless disregard for the truth means that

at the time the comments were broadcast, the

Defendants had a high degree of awareness of the

probable falsity of the comments.

Actual malice, therefore, means that the

Defendants knew that the comments were false when

made or that Defendants had a high degree of

awareness of the probable falsity of the comments

when broadcast.

The existence of actual malice may be shown

in many ways. As a general rule you may consider

any and all competent evidence which has been

presented in this case, either direct or

circumstantial, as well as all the relevant

circumstances surrounding the broadcast of the

comments and all relevant evidence relating to the

Defendants' state of mind.
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If you find Defendants Quinn and Jefferson

liable to the Plaintiff, then EZ Communications as

the employer of the Defendants would be liable to

the same extent as the individual Defendants for

Plaintiff's claim for damages for defamation and

for invasion of privacy since under Pennsylvania

law an employer is liable for the torts and other

malfeasance or misfeasance of its employees

committed in the course and scope of their

employment, even though the employer did not

authorize, justify or participate in or indeed

know of such misconduct or even if the employer

forbad the acts of his employees or disapproved of

them.

We have no intention of reviewing all the

testimony in detail. You have heard all that

testimony, and it is your duty to remember it. It

has also been referred to in the arguments of

counsel; but if your recollection of the testimony

is at variance with any statement made by counsel

or the Court, you will always be guided by your

memory and your recollection of the testimony.

You are to take the law from the Court, but

the testimony is exclusively for you. You apply

the law which the Court gives you to the facts as

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
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you find them to be and thus arrive at your

verdict.

I have now given you the law as it relates to

liability. We shall now charge you on damages.

The Plaintiff is entitled to recover damages

for all injuries which the Defendants' conduct was

a substantial factor in producing. As with

liability, Plaintiff must prove by the fair

preponderance of the credible evidence that the

Defendants' conduct was a substantial factor in

causing the injuries and damages which Plaintiff

claims.

The Plaintiff must prove this causal

relationship and the extent of injuries and

damages resulting therefrom. Once the Defendants'

conduct has been found to be intentional or

reckless, the Defendants are responsible for all

the consequences thereof which follow in a natural

sequence of events.

If you find that the Defendants are liable to

the Plaintiff, you must then find an amount of

money damages which you believe will fairly and

adequately compensate the Plaintiff for all

physical, emotional and financial injury which was

caused by the conduct of the Defendants.

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COMPUTER-AIDED TRANSCRIPTION
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by the jury.

Damages pursuant to Pa. R.C.P. 238, it is further ORDERED that

ATTACHMENT NO.6

i 711-, day of
I

ORDER OF COURT

...

•
r.
~

II

AND NOW, to-wit, this

Upon consideration of Plaintiff's Motion for Delay

authority of Butler v. Flo-Ron Vending, 383 Pa. Super. 498, 557

stricken as duplicative of compensatory damages otherwise awarded

jury award for Plaintiff for medical expenses and lost wages is

said motion be, and the same is hereby denied pursuant to the

hereby ORDERED, ADJUDGED, and DECREED that that portion of the

1990, upon consideration of the Defendants' Motion For Post-Trial

Relief and after review of briefs and argument thereon, it is

A.2d 730 (1989).

We note that the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania has yet

to recognize the tort of intentional infliction of emotional

distress. See, Katazsky v. King David Memorial Park, Inc., 365

Pa. Super. 6, 527 A.2d 988 (1987). The Court, however, indicated

in Katazsky, supra, that it may do so in the appropriate case.

Arguably, the instant action appears to be such a case. In the

interest of jUdicial economy and efficiency, this Court permitted

a complete record to be made on the claim of intentional

infliction of emotional distress because we recognize that only

the appellate courts of this Commonwealth can make such a

determination.



•Accordingly, it is hereby ORDERED that Defendants'

remaining Motions for Judgment N.O.V. and Motions for a new

be, and the same are hereby denied.

BY THE COURT:

.~
I
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ATTACHMENT NO.7

IN THE COURT OF COM~10N PLEAS OF ALLEGHENY COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

ELIZABETH NELSON RANDOLPH
a/k/a LIZ RANDOLPH,

Plaintiff,

VS.

EZ COMMU~ICATIONS, INC.,
a corporation,

Defendant.

i,; Defendant....... --_.. ~~-_ . .,..,. _._ _ ~' . -_ ~. ~_ .. , ..,.~_ .. ~ .

CIVIL DIVISION

No. G[) 89 L20'1 0
Code: CL \

COMPL.ll..INT IN
CIVIL ACTION

Filed on behalf of Plainti:f

Counsel of Record
For this Party:

SAMUEL P. KAMIN, ESQuIRE
Pa. I.D. #00707

HOWARD M. LOUIK, ESQUIRE
Pa. I.D. #21941

GOLDBERG & KAMIN
Pa. Firm #497

~408 Law & Finance Building
Pittsburgh, PA 15219

(412) 281-1119

L
r

:. ,...

'1:~ I') C/~-.
~ •.::J ::; .... I. I " ,

v_ ..... _ u

, l.. -.-', ..

,
.. i' • "



I~ 'rUE COURT OF CO~MO~ PL2~S OF ~LLEGHENY COUNTY, PEN~SYLVA~IA

CIVIL DIVISION

ELIZABETH NELSON RANDOLPH
a/k/a LIZ RANDOLPH,

Plaintiff,

vs.

EZ COMMUNICATIONS, INC.,
a corporation,

Defendant.

TO EZ COMMUNICATIONS, INC., Defendant:
NO'='ICE TO DSFE~~D

You have been sued 1:-'. Court. If you 'Nish to
defend against the clair,s set forth in the follO'..;inc;
pages, you must take action Hi thin twenty (20) days
after this Complaint and Notice are served, by enterin~

a wr it ten appeara :"lce pe rsona lly or by attorney, a nc
filing in writing with the Court your defenses or
objections to the claims set forth against you. Yeu
are warned that if you fail to do so, the case may
proceed without you and a judg~ent may be entered
against you by the Court without further notice for any
money cla imed in the Comp la in t or f or any cla im or
relief requested by the Plaintiff. You may lose money
or property or other rights important to you.

YOU SHOULD TAKE THIS PAPER TO YOUR LAWYER AT ONCE.
IF YOU DO NOT HAVE OR KNOW A LAWYER, THEN YOU SHOULD GO
TO OR TELEPHONE THE OFFICE SET FORTH BELOW TO FIND OUT
WHERE YOU CAN GET LEGAL HELP.

LAWYER REFERRAL SERVICE
THE ALLEGHENY COUNTY BAR ASSOCIATION

920 City-County Building
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219

Telephone: (412) 261-0518



l~~ Till: COl1I;T O\-' ,',"ij1(';.; t)Li~':-; ()~' \['i,i-:l-;HI:~~Y CQlnJTY, Pr::[,JN~;'..'~\·.:'.':IA

',' [ \. I L lJ 1 VIS [()OJ

f~LI ZABr=TH :'-lELSO:\ :\,\r-}l)CLPlJ
a/k/a LIZ RAtiDOLPH,

Pl,Jintiff,

vs.

EZ COMMUNICATIONS, INC.,
a corporation,

Defendant.

No. GD8)'

COMPLAI~T IN CIVIL ACTION

RANDOLPH, by her attorneys, SAf'1UEL P. KA~nN, ESQUIRE,

LOUI K, ESQU IRE and the 1 aw firm of GOLDBERG & KAtlIN,

Plaintiff, ELI Z,c",BETH NELSON RANDOLPH a/':-/a LIZ

EOIlARD ~1.

files the

following Complaint in Civil Action and in support thereof avers

as follows:

1. Plaintiff, Elizabeth

Randolph ( "Li z Ra ndolph" ) , is an

Allegheny County, Pennsylvania.

Nelson Randolph a/k/a Liz

individual and resident of

2. Defendant, EZ Communications, Inc. ("EZ Communi-

cations"), is a corporation which is licensed by the Federal

Communications Commission to operate radio station WBZZ-FM

(93.7). The Defendant regularly conducts business as radio

station WBZZ at 1715 Grandview Avenue, Pittsburgh, Allegheny

County, Pennsylvania 15211.

3. Plaintiff was an employee of EZ Communications for

approximately thirty-two (32) months from May 1985 to January 30,

1988, at which time she was terminated without cause.



.L'\·/S uir-Gclor uF l~adio St3t~Or: ',:i3?"?

5. Plaintiff, Liz Randolph, prior to her er.,ployDent

as ~Jews 'Jirector at '.JBZZ, had been previously employe~ lr a

nur.ber of prominent positions in broadcast journalism in the

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania and Morgantown, West Virginia metro­

politan areas. These positions included News Anchor/

Reporter, radio stations \i1ISW, HTKN, Pittsburgh (1984-1985);

News Anchor, WPTT-TV, Pittsburgh (1984) i News Reporter, KQV ~ews

Radio, Pittsburgh (1983); ~'Jews Director \'"JAHO-AH/FM, Pittsburgh

(1982-l983)~ News Anchor/Reporter, WCLG-AM/FM, Morgantown (1979­

1982); News Anchor/Reporter/Producer, W~NU-TV, Morgantown (1978­

1979); and News Anchcr/Reporter, WAJR/WVAQ, Morgantown (1978).

6. At the times hereafter set forth, the Defendc.nt,

EZ Communications also eDployed radio broadcasters ("disc

jockeys" ), James Quinn anc Donald Jeffrson a/k/a Banana Don

Jefferson (collectively, "Quinn and Banana"), who publicly

communicated sexist remarks and innuendoes concerning the Plain­

tiff over radio station ~'JBZZ from February 1986 through and

including January 22, 1988.

7. At the times hereafter set forth, the Defendant,

EZ Communications, also employed M. Nick Ferrare ("Ferrare") as

Program Director of WBZZ. Defendant later employed James

Richards ("Richards") around January 19, 1987, as successor

Program Director to Ferrare at WBZZ.

8. At all times hereafter set forth, Quinn and

Banana, together wi th Ferrare and Richards, were ei ther em­

ployees of Defendant, EZ Communications, acting within the course

and scope of their employment, or the authorized agents of the

Defendant.

-2-



9. "'c'<:iwlin,; ill Fe:)ruo'-y 198G, Liz Ranllolph, \_';-=':Hic~,?

she -:. :" re ii,.:1 1(~, ;. e.: ':Fl ,-' t. h? (. a r '::1 c t 0 f vu1<l 3 1-, d~.' (~ raJ i n(J, 02 f a i-, d t '-' r- ~'

.3iid slanderous The sec C' ~- ark:3 ,

approved and adopcect by Defendant, were

'iV'BZZ and consistell cE stater:<ents which

following:

publicly broadcas~ over

alleged or ir:1plied t:Ie

(a) 'That Plaintiff has sexually t ra ns;:"i t ted

( ' ,
::J,

diseases;

That Plaintiff engages in oral sex with large

groups of Den;

(c) 'That P1Ciintiff is a proficient practitioner

of oral sex;

(d) That Plaintiff enjoys sexual intercourse with

large groups of men;

(e) Comme~ts concerning Plaintiff's breasts.

(f) That Plaintiff is licentious, lustful and

libertine.

10. The statements concerning Plaintiff's alleged sex

life, personality traits and alleged sexual activity, as set

forth above, con t inued for approx ima te ly the last two (2) years

of Plaintiff's employment with EZ Communications.

11. In response to the above referenced statements,

Plaintiff initially lodged complaints with then Program Director

Ferrare; however, Quinn and Banana continued to broadcast such

defamatory and sexist comments with the knowledge and approval of

Defendant.

-3-



l\qain, P12i~,-

tiff's cOil.plainLs \o.c;nt u;:;--o.;~c1ed, anel Quinn and Banana continJer}

to broadcast :Je f c,na tory and sexist statements

Plai:'1tiff.

13. In f:·id-November 1987, Plaintiff renewed her

complaints with Richards. At such time, Richards stated that he

could not guarantee that the comments would cease, nor guarantee

Plaintiff a work environment free from degradi:lg, sexist attaCKs.

Instead, Richards told Plaintiff he would fire her if he caught

her looking for another job.

14. The Defendant was aware at all times of the sexist

and defamatory comments made by Q~inn and Banana on the air, and

was further aware that Plaintiff had complained and continued to

complain about such comments. However, Defendant continued to

permit Quinn and Banana to sexually harass Plaintiff because she

"'las female.

15. Such sexist and defamatory comments continued to

be broadcast by Quinn and Banana (with the approval of

Defendant), with full knowledge of the detrimental effect such

comments had on Plaintiff's emotional well being. Because of

such comments, the Plaintiff, on January 22, 1988, was unable to

complete her assigned duties, and was subsequently terminated

from employment by Defendant on January 30, 1988, without cause.

See Arbitrator's Award dated November 16, 1988, and Opinion of

the United States District Court for the Western District of

Pennsylvania at Civil Action 88-2636 attached hereto, marked

Exhibi ts "A" and liB 11 respect i ve ly , and incorporated here in by

reference.

-4-



1 G• :~ 'I

r~" c. ,~ i t ,j t e ,~ j n t e r. t I

; ,j ";.i ,1 ~- ',' 2 ~ / 1 <) (3 8 , t h C' Dc Ce nd ant, I-J j t h ~' I.-I?-

,-iiL- ...."~ (j C():'1i":'ent 'IJhich insinuated that P1ai',ciff

,vClS SL) pn)fici-:'nt i:1 :))-a1 :;-~>-: that she held a tatt):) il::pj~int0'~ Of,

her h8ad which r~a~'

"Let go of ~y ears, I know what I'm doing."

17. The sexist comments broadcast by Quinn and Banana,

and Defendant's conduct in approving same and as other'dise set

forth above, cons tit ute un 1awfu 1 d i scrimi natory pract ices

relative to the tenure, terms, conditions and privileges of

employment, all of which are prohibited under the provisions of

the Pennsylvania r:umar: Relations Act (Act of October 27, 1955,

P.L. 744, as a~ended), 43 P.S. §§95l, et seq.

18. On February 5, 1989, the Plaintiff filed a

Complaint with the Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission (the

"Commission"). Therea~ter, on February 17, 1989, the Commission

issued Plaintiff a right to sue letter, a copy of which is

attached hereto and mar-ked Exhibit "C".

19. As a result of the Defendant's conduct, Plaintiff

has suffered damages, including wage loss, impairment of earning

capacity, medical expenses, mental anguish, humiliation and

emotional distress.

HHEREFORE, Plaintiff, Liz Randolph, demands damages in

an amount in excess of the arbitration limits of the Court of

Common Pleas of Allegheny County, and other appropriate relief,

including the following:

(a) That Defendant make the Plaintiff whole again

by an award of back pay.

(b) Tha t Defendant e 1imi na te all unlawfu 1 d is­

criminatory practices and procedures.

-5-



-1 '" ~. ) the Court direct Defendant to take

further affirmative action necessary and

appropriate to remedy the violation com­

plained of herein.

(e) That the Court provide such further legal and

equitable relief as it deems necessary and

appropri.ate.

(f) ~hat the Court award such other damages,

attorney f Ges and expenses, as prov i de d by

lad.

Respectfully submitted,

GOLDBERG & KAMIN

-6-



.;FF IDAVIT

cor·1MON~vEl~.LTH OF' Pt~NNS YLVAN IA)
) ss:

COUNTY OF ALLEGHENY )

BEFORE :·lE, the unders igned au thori ty, a notary publ ic

in and for said Commonwealth and County, personally appeared

ELIZABETH NELSON RANDOLPH also known as LIZ RANDOLPH, who, being

duly sworn according to law, deposes and says that the averments

contained in the foregoing Complaint are true and correct to the

best of her knowledge, information and belief.

Sworn to and subscribed

before me this /~£ day
j~ , 19 C-c.'of 6,), ,.7.(il<vJ"d~.t,/ , LL. .



Chairperson
rHOMAS L. lI.lcGILl, JR,
ViCo'Chairperson
RITA CLARK
SflCrutary
JOHN P WISNIEWSKI
EXllcutive Diroctor
HOMER C. FLOYD

m·'>\ :•.,...

COMMO~J'-"JEAlTH OF P=';j'JSYLVAi'Jlj'\
PENNSYLVANIA HUMAN RELATIONS COMMISSIOi'J

101 South S~cond Street, Suite 300
P.O. Box 3145

Harrisburg. Pennsv1vania 17105·3145
Tc:~phone: ;717) 7~7·4410

;.,,:.: , :..:

?ebrua~y 17, 1989

Elizabeth Randolph
314 Pennsview Ct. R E-42969D
Pittsburgh, PA 15205 .e:

Dear Ms. Nelson-Rando1p~:

It has been one year sin=e you filed your cOr.i?laint ",·;i=h _. __
Pennsylvania Human Relations Co~ission. This is :0 :1ot:':-:
you that you now have t~e rignt :~ bring a~ 2=~io:1 ~~ t~~

appropriate Pennsylvania Co~~~ 0: COrnilion Pl~as, ~asej on :~=

alleged vio.lations of c:-.e ?e!l~sylvania Human ?.ela:io!'ls .~.(::

contained in your Comsission com?~aint. This ~i~~t is ?~:­

vided under section 12 (=) 0: the Human Rela=ions Ac=. 42 ?~.

S962(c).

Please be advised that "lOU a-:-e n::-= :rt:quired to ::ile s'..lch __ .
action in state court. -The Co~~i3sion is conti~uing to ?=~­
cess your case. and we will ~ake every effort to resolve i:
as soon as possible. If ~ve are ~ot notified othen.;ise. ~'ie

will assume that you want. the Co~~ission to continuehandl:~~

your case. If you do file a complaint in s ta te court. ho·..;e·:~~.
and do not withdraw your Co~~issi~n complaint. it is probaj:~

that the Commission will cease p-:-~cessing your case until a
resolution is reached in sta~e cc~rt.

If you believe you might want to take your case to s~ate

court. we suggest that you consu:t a private attorney abou: =~­

presenting you in that action.

If you have any questions co~cer~ing this mat~e=. please =ee:
free to contact the in...,.estig~tor ~·;ho is ha..-ldling your case.
Thank you for your cons!dera:ion.

~ery :~uly yours.

\/ . v1 .
"{,\6-"-~ I~{.~

:-':a,':!ba Brunson
~irc=:or of Co~?!iance

KB: vab
cc: Region I

Exhibit "c"



IN TYE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF ALLEGHENY COUNTY. PENNSYLVANiA
CIVIL DIVISION ~

•• .
ORDER OF COURT

AND NOh'. TO-WIT. THIS tLf ri.JDAY OF 1'-.4b
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.' .~. ' ..SI:::n:eV:.-..·,·. ~,~' ,

COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

.-. -"" ;" ~.

4.~t • -<0-' "~~ 1 ~-l.-<mi&" .iiRts"_r . ,•••:j.7.J..CJGJi;C.iil..
or

.................... ~

J~ :.• ".:.••:n:;.(.,"'·~"" : ::' ~

I~ THE COURT.O~·COMMON PLEAS OF ALLEGHENY
CIVIL DIVISION

ELIZABETH NELSON RANDOLPH
a/k/a LIZ RANDOLPH,

Plaintiff,

vs.

··
••

··'.. No. GD 89-22010

EZ COMMUNICATIONS, INC.,
a corporation, •·

'..
Defendant. ··

.: ~'.: '.

AMENDED COMPLAINT' ; ,.•. ~ ,'. r••
~ ., . : ",• . " ... ,'"

Plaintiff, . ELIZABETH' NELSON"'RANOOLPH a/k/a LIZ

RANDOLPH, by her attorneys, SAMUEL P. KAMIN, ESQUIRE, HOWARD M.

LOUIK, ESQUIRE and the' law firm of GOLDBERG· & • KAMIN, files the

following Amended Complaint .'. in 'Civil Action'" and in support

thereof states as follows: ' ',," ~': .:

1. Plaintiff incorporates by reference as though set

forth at length herein'1 t he allegations set forth in Paragraphs 1

through 17 of her original Complaint.

2. paragraph~18"of:'the'original Complaint" is·1 ·amended
to read as follOws: ~"':.)"" :~..;: ;~: h.,.: ~ .. ><: ':'J ;-

. -.
"18. .. onr'pebruary 5, '1988, the Plaintiff filed

a Complaint . with;~' the' 'Pennsylvania', Human Relations

Commission (the "Commission") .,. ~ In her, Complaint filed

with the" commission, '.;' the: Plaintiff" :'c alleged ;":·the

following discriminatory prac·tices:.... :-~, It:' .; .. " ......~, :', ' 'j

j ~./:' ~~~~.: .;,~: ~~ .: :.~ ... 'l~"" ~,:, ~~";:" ,1~~ .t': ~

'(a);( That ~laintiff was unlawfully discharged

from employment as News Director because of her sex,
. ':. ~,... .. . . . ..female. . .. .' ,'; , "'~ ,.~, ':':, "'.;

. ':. :" :;~

- ~',
• I • ~ t • !; ')!\~•• •

,. .. ,



-2-_......- ....": ..,~.\

-----,_._~~~~~--..;...--~~--"--_.,., ..

'.-

'- .. ~ . ~ .......

(b) That beginning in February 1986, through
and including January 22, 1988, the Plaintiff, because
she is female, was the target of sexist an4 s1an4erous
comments broadcast by disc jockeys, Ouinn and Banana.
Such comments, approved and condoned by EZ Communi­
cations" were broadcast to hundreds of thousands of
people in the Greater Pittsburgh area and implied,
inter alia, that P!aintiff was' sexually promiscuous,
was proficient at oral sex, and enjoyed sex with large
groups of people.

(e) That the sexist comments persisted
solely to increase Defendant's radio ratings and
advertising revenues for EZ Communications."

(d) That in mid-November 1987, the
Defendant's then Program Di rector, Richards, advised
Plain+:iff that. he could not guarantee her a "harass­
ment,free" work environment and that he would terminate
Plaintiff from employment if he caught her looking for
another job. Plaintiff' s work environment included
being the target o~ obscene gestures made by DefeJ'lC1ant'
Ouinn, which graphically depi~ted Mr. Ouinn's desire to

'engage in oral sex with the ~laintiff, including the
, .

statement "I want to eat your labia majora". These
obs,cene gestures },nd statements were made immediately
before Plaintiff' was scheduled to go on the air and
deliver her newscast.

, : '"f".

(c) That Plaintiff complained to Defendant's
,Program Directors about such comments during the course

••" of her employment with Defendant1 however, the comments
~erslsted with ~h~ knowled?e, acquiescenc__ an~ approval
of EZ Communications, even" though their own employee
manual prohibited such conduct. (See General Manager's
Manual, "Disciplinary Action and Dismissal", Dis­
cretionary Dismissal No. 19, attached hereto and marked
Exhibit "Oil).
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original Complaint:
. . .. oS. 1" J.al.nr.l. r r aaas r.ne tOllOW l.ng new paragrapns to tne---

19. On February' 17, 1989, the Commission issued
Plaintiff a right to sue letter, a copy of which is attached as

. Exh.ibit ·C· to the original Complaint.

20. As ~ result of the Defendant's conduct,
Plaintiff has suffered damages, including wage loss, impairment
of earning capacity, medical expenses, mental anguish,
humiliation and emotional distress.

•

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, Elizabeth Nelson Randolph a/k/a
Liz Randolph, demands damages in an amount in excess of the
arbitration limits of the Court of Common Pleas of Allegheny••
County, .and other appropriate relief, including ~he following:

(a> That Defendant make the Plaintiff whole again
by an award of back pay.
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(e) That the Court provide such further legal and
equitable relief as it deems necessary and
appropriate.

That the Defendant remedy the discriminatory
effect of past practices and procedures.

That Defendant eliminate all unlawful dis­
criminatory practices and procedures.

That the Court direct Defendant to take
further affirmative action necessary .and
appropriate to remedy t~e violation c~m~

plained of herein.
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(f) That the Court award such other damag
attorney's fees and expenses, as provided
law.
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Respectfully submitted,

GOLDBERG , ltAMIN

~~
Attorneys for Plaintiff,
ELIZABETH NELSON RANDOLPH

,a/k/a LIZ RANDOLPH
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